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_. The MAILING DATE of thl s communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

T?hS»5eD STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE _3 MONTH(S) FROM 

THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
Ext"" . " til m,» b. ...il.b,. „nd„ .n. pro,™ of 37 CFR 1 .13. W. In no .v.n,, h.».v„. n,.y . r.plv •» «- 

. „ C.™ ZXtt&'SZSZZ* -* - — - — 1301 *" - 

. ,1 NO %£££Xn~*« ». m~ *.».»,» P-W «i« -PPL »»' «P™ <« » NTHS <"» "» """"» °* ** 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
Status 

1 ) K Responsive to communication(s) filed on Nov 21, 2001 



2a) K This action is FINAL. 2b) □ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters Potion as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

„ is/are pending in the application. 

4) K Claim (s) 1-28 — ■ 

is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

4a) Of the above, claim(s) — 

^ is/are allowed. 

5) D Claim(s) . _ ■ — 

^ is/are rejected. 

6) K Claim(s) 148 . ■ ■ 

is/are objected to. 

7) U Claim(s) . ■ " 

r-i are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

8) U Claims 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

11) D The proposed drawing correction filed on Is: a)D approved b)D disapproved. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19 

13) J*f Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d). 
a))([ All b)D Some* c)D None of: 

I.JSf Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2 □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. ■ 

3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority ^j^^^^ 6 ln th ' S Nati0nal S "*° 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
*See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e). 

Attachment s) 

r-l « - f o 4 r»-H IPTO 892) 1 8) □ Interview Summary (PT0-41 3) Paper No(s) 

15) ] | Notice of References Crted (PTU-89^) 



' I \ i — ■ 

r— i , o_ « a „i^ ipto QASi 1 9) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

1 6) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) ^ L_J 

17) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 20) □ Other: 
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The declaration of Yong Sung Ham under 37 CFR 1 . 132 filed 1 1/21/01 is insufficient to 
overcome the rejection of claims 1-28 based upon Applicant's Prior Art Figs. 1A-B, Ohe et al., 
Kang et al. and Yanagawa et al. as set forth in the last Office action because: 

The evidence or showing (paragraphs 6 and 7 of the declaration) is not commensurate in 
scope of the claims. Original claims 1 and 12 recited the claimed in-plane (IP) switching mode 
liquid crystal display (LCD) device wherein d. An is in the range of 0.29 - 0.36 .Aim. Original 
claims 1 and 12 were anticipated by Ohe et al because Ohe discloses an EP switching mode LCD 
device wherein d. Aji is about 0.30>um (see page 2 of the Office action dated 3/30/00, Paper No. 
12). Applicant amended claims 1 and 12 by adding the feature " the common line and the data bus 
lines having a crossing relationship". Applicant argued that Ohe et al. do not disclose the 
"combination of features including the common line and the data bus lines having a crossing 
relationship and d. An in the range of 0.29-0.36 /im" (page 6 of the amendment dated 9/12/00, 
Paper No. 15). Amended claims 1 and 12 are rejected in view of the combination of Applicant's 
Prior Art Figs. 1 A-B and Ohe et al because Prior Art Figs. 1A-B disclose that it was known to 
employ the common line and the data bus lines having a crossing relationship (see the below 103 
rejection of claims 1 and 12). Nowhere in the declaration does it address the feature "the common 
line and the data bus lines having a crossing relationship" and the unexpected results associated 
with this feature. 

In addition, the declaration does not compare the claimed subject matter with the closest 
prior art , Ohe et al.. Ohe et al also disclose the same benefits of using d. An being about 0.30/Um 
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in order to attain a higher transmission index and a whiteness (no color-shift) of the display 
emission light for the display pixel (col. 6, lines 50-55). Nowhere in the declaration does it state 
(compare) that Ohe's IP-LCD device with d. An of 0. 30 >um cannot increase the light 
transmittance and cannot prevent color-shift. 

In view of the foregoing, when all of the evidence is considered, the totality of the rebuttal 
evidence of nonobviousness fails to outweigh the evidence of obviousness. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 8, 9, 12-14, 16, 19, 20 and 23- 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Applicant's Prior Art Figs. 1 A-B in view of Ohe et al'271 . 

Applicant's Prior Art Figs. 1 A-B disclose a LCD and a method of making of the LCD 
similar to those of the instant claims except for the d£n being in the range of 0.29-0.36^im 
(specification, pages 2-5). However, Ohe et al disclose that it was known to employ d/Ui having a 
value of 0.3(Vum for attaining a higher transmission index and a whiteness of the display emission 
light (col. 6, lines 50-55). Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to employ d. &i having a value of OJO^um (which is within in the recited range 0.29-0.36^m) in 
Applicant's Prior Art Figs. 1 A-B for attaining a higher transmission index and a whiteness of the 
display emission light , as disclosed by Ohe et al. 

Claims 4, 6, 7, 10, 11,15 17, 18, 21 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Applicant's Prior Art Figs. 1A-B and Ohe et al.'271 as applied to claims 
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1-3, 5, 8, 9, 12-14, 16, 19, 20 and 23-28 above, and further in view of Yanagawa et al'160 and 

Kang et al.'669 of record. 

These claims recite that the passivation layer includes one of SiNx and SiOx , and one of 
the alignment layers comprises a photosensitive material being selected from the group consisting 
of polyvinylcinnamate, polysiloxane cinnamate and cellulosecinnamate. However, these materials 
are well-known in the art for the same intended purposes as those of the instant claims, as 
evidenced by Yanagawa et al. (PSV in Fig. 15 H) and Kang et al. (cols. 1 and 2). 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/21/01 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments that Ohe et al does not show such a specific structure 
( the common line and the data bus line having a crossing relationship) of the claimed invention, if 
the Ohe et al reference discloses the common line and the data bus lines having a crossing 
relationship, the Ohe reference would be a 102(e) prior art. With respect to Applicant's remarks 
that the combination (of Ohe et al) with APAF is not based on proper motivating factors, it is 
unclear which motivating factors would be considered as proper or improper. As to Applicant's 
remarks that such combination is at best an obvious to try, which is not sufficient to combine 
references, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention 
must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the 
combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. 
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See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). In the instant case, both the APAF 
and Ohe et al are directed to an IP- LCD ; Ohe et al suggest to employ d. An of (UOycm for 
solving the same problem as that of the instant invention. See the above remarks with respect to 
the declaration. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Tai Duong at telephone 
number (703) 308-4873. 



TVD 



2/8/02 




William I.. Sites 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Tech no logy Center 2800 



